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RECENT DECISIONS 69 

In Holmes' Common Law, ch. v. it is said the original rule was that a bailee was answerable 
to the owner because he was the only person who could sue ; but in course of time, by a peculiar 
inversion of reasoning, it came to be said that the bailee could sue because he was answer- 
able over to the bailor; while in Pollock and Maitland's History of English Law, 
Vol. II. p. 70, it is said that, as between these two old rules, there was perhaps no logical 
priority. See also Holland, Jurisprudence, 5th ed., note to p. 171. The principal case, it 
seems then, is probably historically sustained. It distinctly overrules Claridge v. 5. Staf- 
fordshire Tramway Co. [1892] 12 Q.B. 422, which was based on the " inverted " rule, and returns 
to what previously was regarded as the English doctrine. Sutton v. Buck, 2 Taunt. 302 ; Burton 
v. Hushes, 2 Bing. 173; Swire v. Leach, 18 C. B. (N. S.) 479. It is in accord also with the Amer- 
ican decisions. Sedgwick, Damages. 8th ed. 2 76-8; White v. Webb, 15 Conn. 302; Ullman 
v. Barnard, 7 Gray (Mass.) 554. 

Bankruptcy — Homestead Exemption— State Law Not Enforced. — A, gave promissory 
notes in which he waived his homestead exemption. Then he went into bankruptcy. Held, 
that the claims of the creditor were unenforceable against the homestead, though a waiver of 
a homestead exemption in a promissory note was admitted to be valid in Georgia under the 
constitution of that state. In re Swords, (District Ct., N. D., Ga.), 112 Fed. Rep., 661. 

Bankruptcy — Homestead Exemption. — A, who was insolvent, took money from his 
business and invested it in a homestead. Later, he became bankrupt. Then he claimed his 
homestead exemption, under the state law, as permitted by the Bankruptcy Act, Chap. Ill, 
2 6. Held, that the exemption could not be sustained, on the ground that the claimant should 
not have taken money from his business for the purpose of securing a homestead, knowing 
he was insolvent. McGahan v. Anderson (C. C. A. 4th circuit,) 113 Fed. Rep. 115. 

The decision is at variance with the practically unanimous holdings of the state courts. 
Waples, Homestead and Exemptions, p. 508: "The doctrine that homestead may be selected, 
to defeat creditors, from property liable for debts due them, has been so pointedly laid down 
that it must be stated here, however antagonistic to just principles it may appear. The pro- 
fession cannot disregard what rests on the principle of stare decisis, even though the courts, 
in the exposition of statutes, admit that principles of equity have no control." Jacoby v. Dis- 
tilling Co., 41 Minn. 227; citing numerous cases, among them Tucker v. Drake, 11 Allen, 145; 
Cf Donnelly. Segar,25 Mich. 367. Waples further says that "creditors are deemed to have 
notice that such setting apart may be done, and therefore to have trusted their debtor with 
such understanding. In the selection by the debtor or the officer, therefore, there is no 
fraud." 

Bills And Notes — Cashier's Check— Indorsed for Illegal Consideration.— The 
defendant issued to the plaintiff a cashier's check, which plaintiff indorsed and delivered to 
a gambler in a gambling transaction. Defendant paid the check to the indorsee after notice 
of the defect in his title. Action for amount of the check. Htld, that plaintiff was entitled 
to recover. Drinkall v. State Bank, (N. Dak.) 88 N. W. Rep. 724. 

This holding is striking in view of the multitude of cases supporting the well established 
principle that the courts will leave the parties to a prohibited transaction where their unlaw- 
ful acts have placed them. The applicatiou of this principle where securities are given is 
seen in the following cases: Where an assignment of a mortgage was made in payment of a 
gaming debt it was held that, by the assignment, the gaming contract was fully executed and 
would not defeat a foreclosure of the mortgage. Reed v. Bond, 96 Mich. 134, 55 N. W. Rep. 619. 
A bill in equity will .not lie to compel the surrender or cancellation of a note and mortgage 
given for an illegal consideration. Atwoodv. Fisk, 101 Mass. 363, 100 Am. Dec. 124. Where a 
bank check is given in payment of losses incurred in a gaming contract, equity will not grant 
relief, either by enjoining the bank from paying the check, or ordering it cancelled and sur- 
rendered. Kahn v. Walker, 46 O. St. 195, 20 N. E. Rep. 203. 

Carriers— Street Railway— Track Used by Another Company.— Plaintiff's decedent 
was riding on defendant's tracks on a car owned and operated by another street railway, 
which by a traffic arrangement with the defendant ran its cars on the latter's tracks: and 
while standing on the platform was struck by a tree standing within 1 ft. 7 in. of the rail., 
Held, Non-suit proper, as decedent was not a passenger on defendant's road, and sustained 
no contractual relations to it by virtue of the traffic arrangement. Sias v. Rochester Ry. Co. 
(N. Y.) 62 N. E- Rep., 132. 

If a company's track is so close to an obstruction as to endanger the safety of the travelling 
public, the company neglects its duty to its own passengers and employees if they be injured 



